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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-33 are pending in Application No. 09/992,637, entitled "Method and 
Apparatus for Performing Computations and Operations on Data Using Data Steering", 
filed 10/17/2001 by Kizhepat. Claims 1, 12, 23 and 29 are independent. 

2. The Office acknowledges Information Disclosure Statement filed on 10/15/2002. 

3. No claim has been made to either foreign or provisional priority. 



Specification 

4. The Abstract is objected to because: 

The abstract should not refer to purported merits or speculative 
applications of the invention and should not compare the invention with the prior 
art. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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6. Claims 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
lacks patentable utility. 

Regarding claims 29-33: The language of the claims raises a question as to 
whether the claims are directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to the 
technological arts, environment, or machine which would result in a practical application 
producing a concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject 
matter under 35 U.S.C. §101. The claims read on a mental process or a computer 
program per se. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 24-27 and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Regarding claims 24-27, these dependent claims refer to the method of claim 
21 (a system claim), rendering the scope of each claim indeterminable. The Office 
considers these claims to be dependent upon method claim 23, for the purposes of 
further examination. 

Further regarding claim 27, there is a lack of antecedent basis for "said first 
and sets of control words". 

Regarding claim 29, this claim is lacking an essential step, which provides a 
nexus between the providing of control words and how the reconfiguration is 
accomplished. See MPEP 2172.01. 

Claims 30-33 are dependent upon claim 29 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-2, 4-5, 9-13, 15-16, 20-23 and 25-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Frank J. Derfler, et al. ( How Networks Work, 



Application/Control Number: 09/992,637 
Art Unit: 2176 



Page 5 



Millenium Edition , Que Corp., Indianapolis, IN, Sep. 2000, hereafter referred to as 
"Derfler") in view of Douglas E. Comer ( Internetworking with TCP/IP, Volume I, 2 nd 
Edition , Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, © 1991 , hereafter referred to as "Comer"). 



Regarding independent system claim 1, Derfler discloses: 

A data processing system, comprising: 

a plurality of functional units; (pp. 140-141 showing plurality of client 

PCs) 

a plurality of routing units (p. 140-141 showing plurality of routers), 
responsive to respective routing control signals (pp. 148-149 TCP/IP 
routing control signals) and coupled to the plurality of functional units (p. 
148 via Ethernet Hub and p. 149 directly connected), by which data is 
steered among the plurality of functional units, (pp. 148-149 shows use of 
TCP/IP to route data to functional units via a router) 



Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

the routing control signals indicating a source functional unit and a 
destination functional unit for a data unit; and 

control word logic which supplies control words to the plurality of 
routing units, said control words including the routing control signals. 



Comer, though, discloses: 

the routing control signals indicating a source functional unit and a 
destination functional unit for a data unit; (p. 92 Fig. 7.3 "Source IP 
Address" and "Destination IP Address" fields) and 

control word logic which supplies control words to the plurality of 
routing units (p. 92 section 7.7.1 Datagram Format), said control words 
including the routing control signals, (p. 92 Fig. 7.3 "Destination IP 
Address" field) 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
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misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 



Regarding claim 2, which is dependent upon claim 1 , the limitations of claim 1 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler further discloses: 

wherein said plurality of routing units includes at least one 
multiplexer having a plurality of inputs and coupled to respective 
functional units in the plurality of functional units and at least one output 
coupled to a functional unit in the plurality of functional units (pp. 148-149 
"Hub"), and the routing control signal for the multiplexer (p. 149 "IP") 



Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

specifies one of a plurality of inputs to indicate a source functional 
unit, and one of the at least one outputs to indicate a destination functional 
unit 



Comer, though, discloses: 

specifies one of a plurality of inputs to indicate a source functional 
unit (p. 92 Fig. 7.3 "Source IP Address"), and one of the at least one 
outputs to indicate a destination functional unit (p. 92 Fig. 7.3 "Destination 
IP Address") 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
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93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 



Regarding claim 4, which is dependent upon claim 1 , the limitations of claim 1 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler further discloses: 

wherein said plurality of functional units includes at least one 
storage element (p. 149 storage device [near "Corporate Network" label] 
connected to computer functional unit) 



Regarding claim 5, which is dependent upon claim 1 , the limitations of claim 1 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler further discloses: 

wherein said plurality of functional units includes at least one logic 
block which performs a plurality of available functions, and includes logic 
to select an output from one of the plurality of available functions in 
response to a routing control signal in the control word. (p. 86 Client 
computer's "Network Communications" function [shown as diskette]) 



Regarding claim 9, which is dependent upon claim 1 , the limitations of claim 1 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler further discloses: 

wherein functional units in the plurality of functional units comprise 
logic dedicated to specific processing tasks, (p. 86 Client computer to 
provide remote printing service/task) 
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Regarding claim 10, which is dependent upon claim 1 , the limitations of claim 1 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler further discloses: 

wherein functional units in the plurality of functional units comprise 
hardwired logic dedicated to specific processing tasks, (p. 86 Client 
computer is hardwired to wiring hub and provides remote printing 
service/task) 

Regarding claim 11, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

wherein said control word logic supplies said control words 
synchronously to the plurality of functional units. 

Comer, though, discloses: 

wherein said control word logic supplies said control words 
synchronously to the plurality of functional units, (p. 184 Fig. 12.8 "SYN") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 

Regarding independent system claim 12, Derfler discloses: 



Application/Control Number: 09/992,637 
Art Unit: 2176 



Page 9 



A data processing system, comprising: 

a plurality of processing blocks; (pp. 140-141 showing plurality of 
client PCs) 

a plurality of routing units (p. 140-141 showing plurality of routers), 
coupled to the plurality of processing blocks (p. 148 via Ethernet Hub and 
p. 149 directly connected) and responsive to respective routing control 
signals for the plurality of processing blocks, by which data is steered 
among the plurality of processing blocks; (pp. 148-149 shows the use of 
TCP/IP to route data to processing blocks/PCs via router) and 

block level control word logic which supplies signals the plurality of 
routing units (pp. 148-149 shows the use of TCP/IP to route data to 
processing blocks/PCs via router), wherein processing blocks in said 
plurality of processing blocks respectively include: 

a plurality of functional units; (pp. 140-141 showing plurality 

of client PCs) 

a plurality of unit level routing units (p. 140-141 showing 
plurality of routers), coupled to the plurality of functional units (p. 
148 coupled via Ethernet Hub, p. 149 direct coupling) and 
responsive to respective routing control signals for the plurality of 
functional units, by which data is steered among the plurality of 
functional units; (pp. 148-149 shows use of TCP/IP to route data to 
functional units/PCs via router) 



Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

said control words including the routing control signals for the 
processing blocks; and 

functional unit level control word logic which supplies signals the 
plurality of routing units, said control words including the routing control 
signals for the plurality of functional units. 



Comer, though, discloses: 

said control words including the routing control signals for the 
processing blocks; (p. 92 Fig. 7.3) and 

functional unit level control word logic which supplies signals the 
plurality of routing units, said control words including the routing control 
signals for the plurality of functional units, (p. 92 section 7.7.1 Datagram 
Format and Fig. 7.3) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 

Claim 13 is substantially similar to claim 2 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 15 is substantially similar to claim 4 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 16 is substantially similar to claim 5 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 20 is substantially similar to claim 9 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 21 is substantially similar to claim 10 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 22 is substantially similar to claim 1 1 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Regarding independent system claim 23, Derfler discloses: 



Application/Control Number: 09/992,637 
Art Unit: 2176 



Page 1 1 



A method of processing data, in a data processing engine that includes a 
plurality of functional units (pp. 140-141 showing plurality of client PCs), 
comprising: 

routing data among the plurality of functional units according to the 
set of software control words (p. 149 router to hub using TCP/IP) to 
produce a result (p. 86 Client computer/print server prints out a resulting 
document) 



Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

providing a set of software control words that specify a route among 
the plurality of functional units; 



Comer, though, discloses: 

providing a set of software control words that specify a route among 
the plurality of functional units; (p. 102 Fig. 7.10, 4 th entry "Loose Source 
Routing") 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 



Claim 25 is substantially similar to claim 9 and therefore likewise rejected. 



Claim 26 is substantially similar to claim 10 and therefore likewise rejected. 
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Regarding claim 27, which is dependent upon claim 23, the limitations of claim 

23 have been previously addressed. 

Derfler further discloses: 

wherein the data processing engine comprises a plurality of 
switches interconnecting the plurality of functional units, and said first and 
second sets of control words specify data paths through the plurality of 
switches. 



Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

and said first and second sets of control words specify data paths 
through the plurality of switches. 



Comer, though, discloses: 

and said first (p. 104 1 st sentence under Fig. 7.12 discusses Strict 
Source Routing) and second sets of control words specify data paths 
through the plurality of switches, (p. 104 3 rd and 4 th sentence under Fig. 
7.12 discusses Loose Source Routing) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 



Claim 28 is substantially similar to claim 11 and therefore likewise rejected. 



Application/Control Number: 09/992,637 
Art Unit: 2176 



Page 13 



Regarding independent system claim 29, Derfler discloses: 

A method of processing data, in a data processing engine that includes a 
plurality of functional units (pp. 140-141 showing plurality of client PCs), 
comprising: 

providing a first set of software control words ... ; (p. 149 use of 
TCP/IP for routing) and 

providing a second set of software control words ... (p. 149 use of 
TCP/IP for routing) 



Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

. . . that specify a first data path according to a first configuration of 
the plurality of functional units; 

. . . that specifies a second data path according to a second 
configuration of the plurality of functional units, whereby the plurality of 
functional units is reconfigured to perform a different function. 



Comer, though, discloses: 

. . . that specify a first data path according to a first configuration of 
the plurality of functional units; (p. 104 1 st sentence under Fig. 7.12 re: 
Strict Source Routing) 

... that specifies a second data path according to a second 
configuration of the plurality of functional units (p. 104 3 rd and 4 th 
sentences under Fig. 7.12 discussing Loose Source Routing [LSR]), 
whereby the plurality of functional units is reconfigured to perform a 
different function, (p. 104 5 th and 6 th sentences under Fig. 7.12 disclose 
that a strict network configuration need not be followed using LSR, 
effectively reconfiguring the network) 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler, because to do so 
would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus preventing 
misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last paragraph - p. 
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93 first paragraph. These references were ail applicable to the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., network design. 

Claim 30 is substantially similar to claim 9 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 31 is substantially similar to claim 10 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 32 is substantially similar to claim 27 and therefore likewise rejected. 



1 1 . Claims 6-8. 17-19. 24 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frank J. Derfler, et al. ( How Networks Work. Millenium Edition . Que 
Corp., Indianapolis, IN, Sep. 2000, hereafter referred to as "Derfler") in view of Douglas 
E. Comer ( Internetworking with TCP/IP. Volume I. 2 nd Edition . Prentice Hall, Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ, © 1991, hereafter referred to as "Comer") and further in view of W. Richard 
Stevens, UNIX Network Programming . Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, © 1990, 
hereafter referred to as "Stevens"). 

Regarding claim 6, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of 
claim 1 have been previously addressed. 
Derfler further discloses: 
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wherein said plurality of functional units includes a memory 
responsive to addresses (p. 149 TCP/IP message via router and database 
storage [near "Corporate Network" label]), 



Derfler does not explicitly disclose: 

write control signals, and read control signals, and the control word 
includes at least one of the mite control signals and read control signals. 



Stevens, though, discloses: 

write control signals, and read control signals, and the control word 
includes at least one of the write control signals and read control signals. 
(p. 261 Fig. 6.2 "Client writeQ and read() n ) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Stevens for the benefit of Derfler in view of Comer, 
because to do so would facilitate data communications between a client and server in a 
connection-oriented environment as taught by Stevens on p. 261 Fig. 6.2. These 
references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., network design. 

Regarding claim 7, which is dependent upon claim 6, the limitations of claim 6 
have been previously addressed. 

Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

wherein said control word includes an address for said memory. 

Comer, though, discloses: 
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wherein said control word includes an address for said memory, (p. 
92 Fig. 7.3 "Destination IP Address") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Comer for the benefit of Derfler and Stevens, 
because to do so would enable a sender and receiver to verify communications, thus 
preventing misinterpretation of datagram contents as taught by Comer in p. 92 last 
paragraph - p. 93 first paragraph. These references were all applicable to the same 
field of endeavor, i.e., network design. 

Regarding claim 8, which is dependent upon claim 6, the limitations of claim 6 

have been previously addressed. 

Derfler does not explicitly disclose: 

wherein an address for said memory is supplied by one of the 
plurality of functional units. 

Stevens, though, discloses: 

wherein an address for said memory is supplied by one of the 
plurality of functional units, (p. 261 Fig. 6.2 "Client write() and read()") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Stevens for the benefit of Derfler in view of Comer, 
because to do so would facilitate data communications between a client and server in a 
connection-oriented environment as taught by Stevens on p. 261 Fig. 6.2. These 
references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., network design. 
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Claim 17 is substantially similar to claim 6 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 18 is substantially similar to claim 7 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 19 is substantially similar to claim 8 and therefore likewise rejected. 

Regarding claim 24, which is dependent upon claim 23, the limitations of claim 

23 have been previously addressed. 

Derfler does not explicitly disclose: 

compiling a high level programming language specifying the result 
to produce the set of software control words. 

Stevens, though, discloses: 

compiling a high level programming language specifying the result 
to produce the set of software control words, (pp. 314-315 showing C 
code for fetching TCP/IP control words and the first sentence below that 
code stating "compile and execute this code") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Stevens for the benefit of Derfler in view of Comer, 
because to do so would allow a programmer to fetch and/or set control word options as 
taught by Stevens on p. 314, the sentence preceding the code listing. .These references 
were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., network design. 
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Claim 33 is substantially similar to claim 24 and therefore likewise rejected. 



12. Claims 3 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Frank J. Derfler, et al. ( How Networks Work, Millenium Edition , Que Corp., 
Indianapolis, IN, Sep. 2000, hereafter referred to as "Derfler") in view of Douglas E. 
Comer ( Internetworking with TCP/IP, Volume I, 2 nd Edition , Prentice Hall, Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ, © 1991, hereafter referred to as "Comer") and further in view of Antonov (US 
Patent No. 6,044,080, filed Nov. 19, 1996 and issued Mar. 28, 2000, hereafter referred 
to as "Antonov"). 



Regarding claim 3, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 
have been previously discussed. Derfler, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

wherein said plurality of routing units includes at least one crossbar 

switch. 



Antonov, though, discloses: 

wherein said plurality of routing units includes at least one crossbar 
switch. (FigIB #33 and discussion at col. 1 lines 56-57 and col. 2 lines 1- 
3) 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teachings of Antonov for the benefit of Derfler in view of Comer, 
because to do so would allow network designer to provide a more advanced IP routing 
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technology as taught by Antonov in col. 2 lines 1-3. These references were all 
applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., network design. 



Claim 14 is substantially similar to claim 3 and therefore likewise rejected. 



Conclusion 

1. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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